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REPLY TO REQUIREMENT FOR RESTRICTION UNDER 37 CFR S 1/111 



This is in response to the requirement for restriction mailed on January 14 t 
2003, for the above-identified application. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner's requirement for restriction 
is in error. Under 37 CFR § 1.143, Applicant hereby makes the provisional election 
of Group I, claims 1-19, 25-28 and. 34-38 for prosecution, in the event the 
requirement for restriction is not withdrawn and becomes final. 

Applicant traverses the Examiner's requirement for restriction for the following 
reasons. 
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The Examiner states "Inventions l-VI are related as subcombinations 
disclosed as usable together in a single combination. The subcombinations are 
distinct from each other if they are shown to be separately usable." The Examiner 
then asserts that each of the inventions l-VI "has separate utility such as lacking" a 
feature or element of another invention in the group of inventions l-VI. 

Under MPEP 806.05(d), " the examiner must show, bv way of example, that 
one of the subcombinations has utility other than in the disclosed combination" . In 
the present case, the Examiner has not met this burden since stating that a 
particular subcombination lacks an element, and/or features of that element, of 
another subcombination does not show that the particular subcombination has utility 
other than in the disclosed combination . 

It also appears that the Examiner has misconstrued the burden of showing 
that a subcombination has utility other than in the disclosed COMBINATION as the 
burden of showing that the subcombination has separate utility than another 
subcombination , 

1. The Examiner states "Invention I has separate utility such as lacking an 
agent code module at each data processing apparatus, and each agent code module 
being constructed to determine whether a data source object presented in a script, 
break the script into a plurality of new scripts, including a messenger code module, a 
repository of metadata, and a repository application." In other words, the Examiner 
states that Invention I (claims 1-18, 25-28, 34-38) has separate utility because it 
lacks an element of independent claim 20 of Invention II (claims 20-24), and features 
of that element as recited in dependent claims 21, 23 t 24. This is an erroneous 
statement. Invention I is a method, while the related Invention II is an apparatus. It 
is normal for the method to lack a structure element of a related apparatus, 
especially, the detailed features of the structure element as claimed in the 
dependent claims of the apparatus. This lack of a structure element and its detailed 
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features does not show that the method has utility other than in the disclosed 
combination. 

2. The Examiner states "Invention II has separate utility such as the system 
lacking a means for determining whether to execute the second method at each of 
the remote nodes". This is an erroneous statement, both in conclusion and in fact . 
First, as stated above, lacking an element does not show that the invention has 
utility other than in the disclosed combination. Secondly, contrary to the Examiner's 
statement, Invention II does not lack this element. In fact, independent Claim 20 of 
this group of claims (20-24) clearly recites "each agent code module being 
constructed ... to determine whether a second of said methods should be performed 
at the respective node 

3. The Examiner states "Invention III has a separate utility such as lacking 
means for determining whether the data is stored locally or is nondistributed but 
stored remotely and means responsive to either further determination to extract the 
data and execute the first method upon the data, ... 7 and an agent process which 
consults a data source descriptor file containing a subset of data contained in a first 
repository of metadata". In other words, the Examiner states that Invention III (claim 
29) has separate utility because it lacks the means for determining as recited in 
independent claim 30 of Invention IV (claims 30-33) and other detailed features of 
that element as claimed in dependent claims 32, 33. This is an erroneous 
statement. This lack of an element and its detailed features does not show that the 
Invention III has utility other than in the disclosed combination. 

4. The Examiner states "Invention IV has a separate utility such as lacking 
the steps of inputting a script at the user site, executing the first method on the data 
source object at each node where it resides, interpreting the script so as to generate 
a plurality of new scripts, transmitting the new scripts in parallel to each of the 
respectiv nod s, and automatically executing at least one of the plurality of 
methods in parallel at the respective nodes". In other words, the Examin r states 
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that Invention IV (30-33) has separate utility because it lacks the inputting and 
executing steps as recited in independent claim 39 of Invention V (claims 39-41 ) and 
the steps included in the executing step as recited in dependent claim 40. This is an 
erroneous statement. This lack of an element and its detailed features does not 
show that the Invention IV has utility other than in the disclosed combination. 

5. The Examiner states "Invention V has a separate utility such as lacking the 
steps of pipelining the results of executing the first method to the second method for 
execution, and storing the results at each node where the data source object resides 
for execution at that respective node". In other words, the Examiner states that 
Invention V (39-41) has separate utility because it lacks the pipelining step recited in 
independent claim 42 of Invention VI (claims 42-43) and the storing step included in 
the pipelining step and recited in dependent claim 43. This is an erroneous 
statement. This lack of an element and iits detailed features does not show that the 
Invention IV has utility other than in the disclosed combination. 

In view of the above reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that the 
requirement for restriction is in error, and requests that it be withdrawn. 
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